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everybody to_come down here and support, you know,
this was really important to me.

"I woke up this morning and they told me
that you guys were doing this and I thought, you
know, I have to come down and support because this
is, these are our neqighbors.

i "That drive raised more than a half a
million dollars in individual contributions and over
3 million in corﬁorate contributions in less than
14 hours. oh, that's astonishing news here at the
Rose Bowl and now continues as a mail in and online
donation program. The fire storm was unprecedented.

our responses of the Tocal station was not.

"This is our mission as a local station.
This is what we do. KABC TV both on air and online .
proved both its commitment and its value to the
southern california community."

The broadcasters are more than conduits
for information. They are local citizens as well.
According to our 2006 broadcast community service
report, broadcasters across the country provided
more than 10 billion dollars worth of communit
service last year alone. This is not a contrigution
that can be overlooked or swept under the car?et.

As we have seen in all of the public
hearings thus far, local charities are universal 1in
their praise of broadcasters and the work they do to
serve their local communities. Broadcasters carry
diverse viewpoints, some conservative, some liberal,
some %oung, some old. Broadcasters can serve_as
megaphones for social issues in causes as well. NAB
members, including Radio One, ICBC and Howard
University's own WHUR radio, among many others,
rallied support for the Jena 6, impacting the

outcome of that situation. And in Los Angeles, in
other places, Spanish language radio stations helped
organize rallies, galvanizing the Latino community
on immigration issues.

Is our industry perfect? Of course not.
Is there room for stations to do more? Absolutely.
will we ever be able to satisfy all of our critics,
not a chance. 1In fact, the record of these hearings
show we've been accused of everything from causing
global warming to the mortgage crisis. As Nell
Carter used to say in her show of the-same title,
give me+a break. we're very proud of the record and
will continue to build on it.

But the truth remains only competitively
viable broadcast stations sustained bg adequate
advertising revenues can serve the public interest
effectively and provide the Tocal programming so
essential o communities. The capability of local
broadcasters to continue operating profitably 1in
financially sustainable ownership structures must be
of central concern te the Commission. .

Again, I appreciate the opportunity to

join ¥ou today, I hope that you have found through
this lengthy proceeding as I have in my 25 years 1in
the business that when broadcasters say they are
committed to\ldcalism, they have a record and
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results to back it up.
. .I believe our record speaks for itself
b% the_millions of Americans who turn everﬁ day to
their local broadcasters for information they need
the most and entertainment they enjoy.
Thank you.
LOUIS SIGALOS: Thank you,
Mr. Alexander.
‘ Mr. Edwards.

. BOB EDWARDS: I thank the Commission for
this opportunity to testif¥. My nhame's Bob Edwards
and I'm testifying on behalf of AFTRA, the American
Federation of Television and Radio Artists, which
represent more broadcast workers than any other
union. I am a proud member and I serve AFTRA as its
national first vice president.

The major radio conglomerates argue that
the broadcast ownership caps should be Tifted to

enable them to respond to increased competition from
satellite radio and the Internet, but this ignores
the Tocal aspect of terrestrial radio broadcasting.
Ssatellite radio is by definition a national
platform. The strength of terrestrial radio and 1its
major appeal is that it's Tlocal.

) . When it comes to conveying Tocal
information, news, weather and community events,
there is no rural competition between these
platforms. A national satellite broadcaster is not
going to give local communities information about,
for example, their local school board election and
if terrestrial broadcasters continue to consolidate,
local communities won't get that information from
local radio stations either.

Localism is inextricably Tlinked with the
rest of the Commission's .regulations governing media
ownership, which are also currently under review.
The drive to consolidate ownership of media seems to
ignore the disaster that consolidation has brought
to local news and public affairs and radio +in this
country.

The Commission should not intensify the
continuing evisceration of broadcast localism as a
result of consolidation by adopting rules enabling
even more consolidation. Although I've spent most
of my career working in public radio, it's
impossible to ignore the fact that commercial radio
and television dominate the airwaves +in this
country.

It should not be a Tuxury for
journalists to practice their profession in an
environment that's free from commercial constraints.
I'm well aware that my colleagues who work at
commercial stations take their responsibilities to
Tocal communities very seriously, unfortunately
their employers increasingTy focused on the
corporate bottom 1line don't seem to share that
priority.

If the Commission is ﬁoing to give
Targe, multi-national companies the right to ex?1oit
the publicly-owned airwaves for profit, +it should
consider how those companies have historically
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behaved when they have been de-regulated. Radio

ownership was_largely de-regulated in 1996 to the
detriment of localism in broadcasting. In cChicago,
westinghouse owned wMAQ AM had been an all news
station since 1989. Westinghouse bought CBS and
Tater merged with viacom in the '90s. The merged
company's radio division, CBS radio, then called
Infinity, owned Chicago's only other all news format
station, WBBM AM.

) In 2000, viacom, CBS, Infinit¥,
determined that it was no Tonger profitable to
compete against itself, so it shut down wWMAQ AM,
because WMAQ AM and WBBM AM were the only two all
news format radio stations_in Chicago. When viacom ~
killed wMAQ AM, it was killing WBBM AM's only
competition, leaving the third largest radio market
in the United States with only one all news radio
station.

Although these moves may have been
highly profitable for viacom, they were hardly 1in
the public interest. Vviacom's radio division, CBS
Radio, also owns both of the only all news format
radio stations in the New York City market.

Although CBS Radio continues to compete
against itself in New York City by maintaining
separate newsrooms, the fact remains that the same
multi-national media conglomerate programs both of
the only all news radio stations in New York. There
is not a separate independent all news format radio
station in the largest radio market +in the United
States.

These examples and countless more
iTlustrate that media consolidation has been the
enemy of localism in broadcasting. If the
commission truly seeks to enhance localism, it
should tighten, not loosen, ownership restrictions.
This much is certain, there exists no compelling
pubTlic interest %ustification at this time for the
Commission to relax its ownership caps and thereby
repeat the mistdkes of post 1996 .consolidation.

The same thing 1is already happening -in
print and television, you have heard AFTRA members
testifﬁ at other public heéarings across the country
about how media companies that own newspapers and
television stations in the same market routinely

re-purpose and rec¥c1e content. You've heard about
how broadcast cdnE omerates that operate two
stations in a market consolidate newsrooms, fire
journalists and homogenize programming.

My colleagues around the country have
been very clear about what these, proceedings mean to
us and I hope you've been Tlistening.

If you further de-regulate media in this
country, networks, broadcast stations and newspapers
will continue to consolidate, resulting in fewer
voices heard by citizens.. If you permit this
consolidation, television stations and newspapers
will behave as commercial radio. owners behaved when

they were largely de-regulated. They will adopt a
.business model that shuts out.local news and
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entertainment in favor of national homogenized
programming.

If commercial media are_given the
unfettered right to abandon their obligation to
serve the public interest, they will do just that.
Please do not let this happen.

Instead, please proceed in a deliberate

fashion, keeping in mind the public interest, not
corporate profitability. Accordingly, I would urge
the Commission to not fast track its consideration
of the real and lasting impact that further
consolidation would have on localism 1in
broadcasting.

The health and robustness of American
media is riding on your decision and I thank you
very much for this opportunity to testify.

LOUIS SIGALOS: Thank you, Mr. Edwards.

(Applause)

Ms. Bediako.

LISA FAGER BEDIAKO: Thank you, hello,
my name is Lisa Fager Bediako. I'm the president
and co-founder of Industry Ears. I want to thank
you for the opportunity to testify this 31st day of
october which many of you recognize as Halloween,
however today 1is also the Tlast day of Domestic
violence Awareness Month. 1I'm wearing red today to
break the silence and symbolically scream for women
of color who have suffered.

Most recent stories of Megan williams -

who was kidnapped, brutally raped and tortured and
held by six assailants for a month in west virginia
and the mother Tiving in_bDunbar housing projects 1in
Florida who was repeatedly gang raped in front of
her son. These stories and other about women of
color and people of color receive 1little to no media
attention in this vast consolidating media
environment.
women of color and people of color are

treated as it they are invisible, unimportant, a
Tlast thought.

. Industry Ears is a non-profit,
non-partisan and independent organization which is
focused on the impact media has on communities of
color and children since 2003. My co-founder, Paul
Porter, and I have collectively more than 40 years
of experience working for national and local media
outlets. Using our insiders knowledge, we created
Industry Ears and IndustryEars.com to address the
myths, misconceptions about how media and
entertainment industries operate and more
importantly, to develop effective means to combat

the negative conseauences of harmful media messages
and images on children.

For decades radio was a media source for
people of color. The civil rights movement relied
on radio stations to report what other stations
would not. It also gave voice to black leaders and
concerned citizens. Now Clear Channel and Radio
one, the two largest urban radio format
conglomerates, have eliminated news.
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. . Last year, for example, throw the

c11? -- just kidding. I didn't know we could bring

bells and whistles, or else I would have brought my

own video and it would have been fabulous.

Last year when Korea was reported to
having Taunched several missiles towards the united
States, the number one story on urban radio was the
release of Little Kim from jail, with no mention of
the seriousness of what was ?oing on in our country.

The lack of Tocalism has affected people
of color more than ang other format in urban radio.
over 75 percent of urban radio stations carry
syndication and what this does is it Timits, it

Timits our voices, our -- it also 1limits jobs for
people of color and others who want to work in
radio, in urban radio. Syndication has not only
caused a disproportionate ‘loss of industry jobs, but
more +importantly stifled news and information to
Tocal communities. For decades radio -- I'm sorry.

I was only asked to be on the panel
yesterday, so my testimony is still in development.
Again, as a woman of color, it's just another
metaphor of what is going on now in media and ‘in
other things in our community.

I want to get back to public service
obligations. We, I heard that word used and I'd
Tike to see right now it's a Tot about public
service obligations are Timited to Sunday at 5 a.m.
I love Reverend Jackson's show but unfortunately in
some markets he is on at 5 a.m. in_the morning on
5unda¥ and I'm not sure that that is a, you know, a
huge listener, listenership at that time.

washington, D.C., is a great example of
what consolidation and a lack of Tocalism has
created for communities of color. The nation's

Capitol overshadows local issues. The public
airwaves are a vital communications source to local
communities. African-Americans, which is, which are
the largest segment of theé D.C. population, listen
and watch more Tv and radio than any other ethnic
group.

In this market, D.C. is a top 10 market,
we have four urban radio stations, three out of the
four have syndicated.programming and only one out of
the four has news coverage.

I also want to, also make note of what
happens with syndication. Syndication is easier to
stop one voice than it is 100 independent voices in
100 markets. Also what we have going on are
national playlists that are permitted and encouraged
by corporate (inaudible) practices which, which,
which 1is supported by tons of evidence, uncovered by
former Attorney General Elliott Spitzer and current
Governor of New York City, but unfortunately these
corporate violators have, are Federal violators of
tne Taw have only received a slap on the wrist from
the FCC.

our Attorney General up in New York was
able to get 36 millien dollars in fines and our
Federal organization here was only able to agree to
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12 mi1lion with no_admittance of guilt.

So, I'11 end this and say that I
strongly urge the FCC to slow down and to take into
account and review diversity recommendations that
have been submitted. We need a diverse environment
of owners to reflect our diverse America.

(Applause).

LOUIS SIGALOS: Thank you, thank you,
Ms. Bediako.

Ms. Gandy. ,

_KIM GANDY: Thank you. cChairman Martin
and Commissioners, my name is Kim Gandy, I'm
president of the Now Foundation as well as the
National organization for Women, the countries
largest_grass-roots women's rights organization with
over half a million members across the country.

Lisa and I are also part of the wWomen's
Coalition for Dignity and Diversity, a coalition
representing more than 12 million women that was

formed in the wake of the Imus scandal.

I have four inter-connected points, all
of which are backed up by the studies that you
already have in hand.

First, that programming needs of Tocal
communities are best served by local ownership.
It's hard to argue with the obvious. Single station
owners who are headquartered in a community and
focused on that community are better able to
understand and serve that area's needs than large
conglomerates that are headquartered in another
State or across the country.

So increasing local ownership_should be
a goal 1in an¥ effort aimed at increasing local
content and local responsiveness.

In case it's not obvious enough, there
are numbers to back up the assertion that Tocal
ownership increases local programming, for example,
the fact that 10ca11¥—owned and operated television
stations aired more local news content than their
conglomerate counter?arts to the tune of 25 to,

25 percent more local broadcast news +in every half

hour news show. . ) .
Second, this desirable local ownersh1?,
Yy

. especially single station ownership, is more Tike

to eccur with female and minor1t¥ owners. Whether
you're talking about radio or television, the median
minority or female owner centrols only a single
station and is headquartered in the communitK where
that station is located, obviously serving the
interests of Tlocaldism.

For example, radio stations owned b¥
women are significantly more 1ikely to be locally
owned. 64.4 percent of female-owned stations are
Tocally owned, compared to only 41.6 percent of
non-female-owned stations. Moreover, women are more
Tikely to own only a single station, thereby
focusing programming on that one community.

In radio, for example, the majority of
all female owners are single sgtation owners and the
proportion is even higher for women of color, with
over 90 percent of, Ldtino station owners and over
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80_percent of African-American female owners having
only a single radio station focused on local

community. . )

Third, local owners are being squeezed
out by +dincreased concentration and market
consolidation hurting both_localism and media
d1ver§1tq efforts. These locally-based owners,
especial g those who own only a single station or a
small number of stations are being squeezed out of
the market b¥ consolidation which makes it more and
more difficult for them to compete with Tlarge
conglomerates both for programming and for
advertising dollars.

According to the Free Press study, the
probability that a particular station will be
female-owned or minority-owned is significantly
Tower in concentrated markets and the more
concentrated the market, the less Tikelihood that
there will be a female-owned or minority-owned
station in that market.

We_urge this Commission not to take any
action that will increase ownership concentration,
in fact, we urge ¥ou to do exactly the opposite.

Finally, increased ownership by women

and ?eopTe of color will serve the +interests of
Tocalism, in addition to increasing public access to
this public asset, the airwaves. Despite the fact
that we represent two-thirds of the country, women
and people of color are woefully underrepresented in
media ownership.

wWomen own 5 percent of television
stations and 6 percent of commercial radio stations.
Racial ethnic minorities own about 3 percent of
television stations and less than 8 percent of radio
stations. Unfortunately most studies do not allow
us to look separately at minority female ownership
and we urge you to rectify this in future studies.

So, in order to increase service and
responsiveness to local communities, particularly
the underserved audiences of women and people of
color, the FCC must remedy the serious
underrepresentation of women and people of color in
broadcast ownership of both radio and television
stations.

As we've pointed out in previous
comments, there are numerous public interest

benefits to increasing minority in women's
ownership, including ‘an increase in program
diversity, a breakdown of stereotypes, better
service for underrepresented segments of the
?opu1ation, increased civic participation and not
least remedying past discrimination against women
and minorities.who were net included in the
Government's initial free handout of the broadcast
spectrum.

The Commission has repeatedly found that
it's essential to a democracy for.the electorate to
have actcess toﬂdivergent viewpoints on controversial
issues, bet few of thje Fce's Cemmission_studies even
attempt to address wlether current levels of media
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consolidation address that issue and provide the

public with a true diversitK of views.
t

. Finally, in light of recent events, I
believe that the paltry level of female ownership
affects the coverage of women's issues and the way
women are portrayed in the media. Increasing the
diversity of ownership would increase diverse
content and diverse voices and that would serve all

of us.

we Took forward to working with you
toward that end.

(Applause).

LOUIS SIGALOS: Thank you, Ms. Gandy.

Mr. Goodmon.

JIM GOODMON: Thank you very much, my
name is Jim Goodmon, I'm president of Capital
Broadcasting Company in Raleigh and I'd like to say
I'm the third generation president of our company,
my grandfather started it in 1929. You know, this
is a great_time to be a broadcaster and thank you
fogﬁd1gita1 television and thank you for digital
radio.

Now starting with that point, I've got
three, I've got a suggestion, I'm going to move the
ball forward today. We're going to move the ball
forward. I have three suggestions for you.

The first one is, please don't do
anything about ownership, and I have two reasons for
saying that. oOne +is we are now going into the
digital transition. You know those two TV stations

I own in Raleigh, they are really eight TV stations
now. You know that FM station I own in Raleigh, I
really have three stations now.

I mean we're moving into digital. I'm
not sure what's going to hapqen to those other
channels, I don't know exactly where this is going
to go, but why would we work on ownership regulation
at the end of an era? You know, why do we make a
change before we really get into. this digital and
see what's going on? _

And the ether:thing I want to say about
ownership is I'm rea11¥ worried you'll change one
thing. You'll get real interested in the radio caps
or I know you're very interested.in newspapers.
what happened to us 1n_the last ownership was we had
a grouB working on radio and, you know, we'll do
this about radio and they're off fussing about radio
and they come up with something. We had a grouﬁ
working on television ownership and we already have
two here and over here you can have three and they
fight and fight and fight.

And then-you come up with you can own a

J]

newspaper and then, and then all of a sudden this
rule-making is turned out and everybody fell to
pieces. Nobody put it all on the same piece of
paper. 1It's not just whether you should allow a Tv
station and a newspaper to be co-owned. Remember,
that same crowd can -own eiglit radio stations, and

that same crowd can ewn the cable cempany.

So you can't take one thing and work on
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it. I mean this has to be, am I making any sense?
I'm saying =- it's kind of a --

(No) .

JIM GOODMON: No, okay. .

Right, so do it a1toEether. Do it
altogether. Like don't just pick one ownership
thing, so please don’'t do ownership now.

Lo The second issue is please do the third
periodic. I mean I'm, we've got a lot of work to do
to get these analog antennas and digital stuff up,
it's a, we're, several of us have got Tlots of
problems so we really need the third periodic to
move along with the digital transition.

Now, localism. On one side, localism,

on one side we've got the crowd that says, we Took
at the broadcasters, we're wonderful, look at all
the stuff we do. oOn the other side we've got these
people saying broadcasters are not fulfilling their
requirements, this is terrible.

well my suggestion 1is why don't you ask
us what we're doing. You've had a proceeding,
you've had a proceeding, I don't know whether it's a
notice -- I'm not sure what it is, you know, why --

, to suggest that broadcast stations report quarterly

on what we do.

That's a, that's an imminently
reasonable notion so you can see what we're doing.
You've got some really good proposals about_what
should be on that questionnaire, if you could get
that out, then you can start, we can and you all can
start deciding what you think about what we're
doing, with real data.

And then the second part of that is the
minimum public interest standards proceeding. You
have on one hand, there's this suggestion that we're
supposed to serve the local community, but nobody

wants to suggest where that is. o

Tell us what our minimum public interest
standards are. That could be a rea11g healthy
exercise for everybody. We wouldn't be just
shooting out here about what's good and what's bad
and you've got three ‘or four rga11% good proposals
about what should be included in the minimum public
interest standards.

And it's generally is you do local

. programming, not that you have to do pro%ramming

about A, B, C or_D, but that you do Toca

¢ ?rogramming and local community ascertainment, stuff

ike that, so.I'm just saying it would really help
to do quarterly reporting. You know, I think these
things have been here since '99. .

I used to saﬁ I wanted to live to see my
grandchildren finish high school, now I'm on the,
these ?roceedings. I mean this could really be
helpful to everybody, is to get this minimum public
interest standards and quarterly reporting out. So
that's three things.

Please let's get through the transition

"before we start getting to this ownership. If
+ you're going to do ownership, you've got to look at
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everyth1nE. You can't just take one thing and say
a

this is o %, you've got to remember all the
different things we can own. The third periodic and
qguarterly reporting and minimum public interest
standards.

Thank you very much.

LOUIS SIGALOS: Thank you, Mr. Goodmon.

Mr. Henderson.

WADE HENDERSON: Good morning,
Mr. Chairman, members of the Commission, thank you
for the opportunity to appear before you today. I'm
wade Henderson, president of the Leadershi?
Conference on Civil Rights, the nation's oldest,
Targest and most diverse civil and human rights
coalition, with nearly 200 member organizations
working to build an America as good as its ideals.

I'm also the Joseph Rowe professor of
public interest Taw at the University of the
District of Columbia.

Now, the leadership conference strongly

believes in the value and power of the free market
of ideas. We also believe that the health of our
nation's democracy depends on the continued
existence of a diversity of viewpoints in the public
domain.

But today instead of local ownership
with a diversity of view, we now have homogenized
cookie-cutter media divorced from local concerns.

We believe that every American should be concerned
about the loss of the independent journalistic
voices that have connected our nation, served our
local communities and provided the foundation for
our democracies. If a company can buy a wide
variety of media in the same community, it
essentially provides one voice, not many.

This means less diversity of viewpoint.
if racial and ethnic minorities, people of color,
women, older Americans and persons with disabilities
are not empTOKed,at pews operations at all levels of
management, there are few who can speak with
authority about their condition_in ‘the community.

This means less or less complete

coverage of issues that are important to them.
Issues 1ike economic inclusion, the struggle for
quality public education, immigration reform and the
preventien of violent hate criime. And if there
isn't Tocal integration in the management of local
news operations, issues important to Tocal
communities can be ignored. This means the public
interest isn't being served.

Now in June of this year the 1eadershi?
conference sponsored a Web-based national town hall
meeting-with on-the-ground locations in both
washington, D.C., and Denver, Colorado, on the
importance of diversity in media ownership. Not
surprisingly the program was called why media
diversity matters.

video from our June event which featured
author, .commentator and talk show host Tavist
smiley, Denver Mayor :John Hickenluper and your own

. FCC Ccommissioner, Michael Copps, can be viewed at
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our wWebsite at www.Civilrights.org and we have
brought DVDs of the event for submission to the
commission. If I had known, I perhaps would have

shown them, but in the interest of time, let's move
on.

Now we believe that media diversity,
very straightforwardly, is a civil rights issue,
Media diversity is a civil rights issue and we felt
1t was important to highlight the issue for the
nation because of what 1is really at stake, nothing
less than equal opportunit¥ in the public domain and
equal access to important local and national
information and resources.

i The unanimous conclusion of_participants
in our program was that while hearings 1ike this are
important, the FCC is doing an inadequate job of
identifying and working to eliminate the barriers of
participation of women and people of color in radio
and television. Now the 21st century is rapidly
becoming the age of big media and as consolidation
grows, localism suffers and diversity dwindles.

Local ownership of broadcast outlets
means better coverage for the communities they serve
and yet even in our nation's Capitol, it 1is
difficult to find newspaper, television and radio

content that accurately showcases the breadth and
diversity of our unique version of the American
experience.

This is not a coincidence. Research by
Free Press, which is here, of course they're here at
the table, shows that washington, D.C., media
ownershiq is heavily concentrated and predominantly
non-local.

Two com?anies, News Corporation and NBC
GE, together control over half the television
revenues in Washington -- in the washington, D.C.,
market. oOnly two of the areas 10 full power
commercial Tv stations are locally-owned and
operated. Non-local owners control 63 percent of
the District's 44 commercial radio stations. That
doesn't, of course, reflect the diversity of this
population.

Now, 1ike Commissioner McDowell, I'm a
Washington, D.C., native and I can tell you that
local news has not always been responsive, even to
important local issues with national dimension.

I remember when the nation's Capitol was

a locally-segregated City and where the interests of
African-Americans were largely ignored. And I
valued your mention of WT@P and WMAL, I'm sorry that
I couldn't have interned at either of them, but I
think’we all recognize thé value of those
internships and I think we also recognize that those
opportunities should be available to all segments of
our community.

And so certainly these things have real
importance. Now in recent years the issue of voting
rights in Congress for District residents has after
much time and effort finally moved from a peripheral
concern te an’issue deemed worthy of coverage by
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most local media outlets. Local media has recently
ﬁ1ven the issue a validity and prominence that

elped enﬁage the citizens of washington, D.C., as
well as the national and international civil rights
communities.

But this is a rare exception and it came
about after many years of protest, arguing that
because the District was predominantly_an
African-American City, there was largely no

attention paid to the gross stain on American
demgcracK that denying residents of the nation's
Capitol has for our own circumstance.

so, we understand these, these, the
important challenges. We in the civil rights
community care about media ownership because the way
the_public Tooks at issues, indeed whether the
public is even aware of issues 1ike fair housing or
voting discrimination or D.C. voting rights, for
that matter, is directly related to the way these
issues are covered by the media.

The way the media covers 1issues fis
directly related to who the reporters and producers
and anchors are. Wwho is emp1oKed by the media is
directly related to who owns the media and who owns
the media is directly related to policies that
determine who gets a Federal 1icense to operate and
who does not.

The battle over who controls the media
is a battle that the civil rights community has
fought for decades because we have long recognized
the critical role media plays in creating a more

just and equitable society.

We recognize that without the First
Amendment to the Constitution, there would have been
no civil rights movement and we recognize had the
visions of ﬁo11cg dogs, hosers and people being
beaten at the he1ght of the modern civil rights
movement had not been broadcast into the homes of
America, the transformation that we have come to
accept as the modern movement would not have
occurred.

so what we're talking about today has
real consequence for real people in communities all
over this country and we would join in those who
suggest there is no public interest to be served by
Toosening the rules of ownership to allow the kinds
of concentrations that obviously have been
facilitated by the 1996 Telecom.Act but could be
further facilitated by action taken through this
Commission.

we ‘would urge you to think long and hard
and carefully before you make further changes that
could erode the diversity of viewpoint that we have

come to enjoy.
Thank you very much.
(Applause).
LOUIS SIGALOS: Thank you,
Mr. Henderson.
Mr. Isett.
DAN ISETT: Good morning, Mr. Chairman,
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Commissioners, I have the unenviable task of going
into between Mr. Henderson and Reverend Jackson, but
I'11 attempt to do the best I can.

My name is Dan Isett, I'm proud to
represent the better than 1.2 million members of the
Parents Television Council whose mission it is to
protect children from sex, violence, and profanity
in entertainment.

) on the surface there would seem to be
Tittle connection between our mission and the media
ownership issues that bring us together here today,
but indeed there is no question that the
consolidation of media outlets has led to a
coarsening of television content, a destruction of
the concept of community standard of decency, and

unresponsive, irresponsible news media that ignores
news unfavorable to its parent corporation and a
cable television industry that effectively functions
as a cartel, forcing consumers and families to buy
enormous amounts of unwanted programming just to get
access to the family programming they actually want.

Media consolidation has %ed to a
self-serving news media that seeks to protect the
interests of its corporate parent. The FCC has been
empowered by Congress to uphold broadcast, decency
standards on the public airwaves at the times when
children are most 1ikely to be in the audience and
the Supreme Court has upheld Congress' right to do
so.

Unfortunately the broadcast networks
have challenged the FCC's ability to enforce these
standards and, as you know, even convinced two
Federal Judges 1in New York City that they have the,
quote, unquote, right to air the "F" and the "s"
word at times of day when we know there to be tens
of millions of children in the audience. Although

. dozens of concerned family groups, including the

PTC, as well as tens of thousands of concerned
parents looked on with disgust that a Federal Court

- could reach_such a preposterous conclusion, there

has been only Timited public outcry over that
decision.

The reasgn for that, in my opinion, is
simple, in Targe measure, the American people don't
know that it has happened. In the wake of that
Court decision, not a single national broadcast news
organization saw fit to cover it and even in a
multitude of a 24-hour a day news on cable, there
was near zero coverage of a decision that will
directly impact every family in the country as well
as the policies determining appropriate uses of
airwaves that they, themselves, own.

There 1is one, there's only one
conclusion that can be reached, that the corporate
fuss divisions did not cover their parents -- their
parent company's Tlawsuits to claim the absurd right
to air profanity early in the day. .

In a more diverse, more localized media
environment, companies aré held to account for their

actions. Clearly in this case they've not been.
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Rather_than take their public interest
ob1igation seriously, the broadcast networks have
exhibited a pattern of behavior that reflects a
contempt for the owners of the very airwaves from
which they profit.

on November 2004, viacom, then the
corporate parent of CBS Television Network, entered
into a Consent Decree with the Commission wherein it
admitted ajrin? indecent material, ?aid a fine and
committed itself to a detailed compliance plan to
prevent the further airing of indecent material.

. There was no evidence that_that
comE11ance plan was followed and just last week CBS
meekly explained to the Commission that it had
understood the Consent, the terms of the Consent
Decree only applied to Tive pro%ramming.

Since it was CBS only -~ own attorneys,
rather, who negotiated the terms of this contract
and there's no such stipulation in it, it is
preposterous and outrageous that CBS made this
claim. If media conglomerates can't be trusted with

something as simple as making a good faith effort to
prevent the airing of indecent material, then how
can_they be trusted to be good stewards of the
pﬁb1ic airwaves and then be given more access to
them.

The proposed elimination of the
newspaper duopoly rule threatens the important shake
that media outTets have on each other, if a
television station and a newspaper in a given market
share ownership, it follows that they will share
editorial outlook on policy. Even if they don't,
how 1ikely is it that a newspaper would criticize a
Tocal broadcaster for anything, much less a
violation of community standards of decency if both
entities are owned by the same company.

Much as networks have a choke-hold over
the programming decisions of their affiliates, so,
too, would an-.ownership group exercise editorial
control over its media properties in the same
market.

‘ There has been much attention paid
recently to the acquisition of the wall Street

Journal by News Corperation but I'd 1ike to
i1Tustrate another way in which media consolidation
has an adverse affect on families.

The vast majority of cable programming
is owned by a mére 6 major media conglomerates and
all of these corporations force cable and satellite
providers to carry all of their network offerings,
if any are to be carried, a practice known as
bundling.

Consequently, consumer choice in cable
programming has remaiped illusive, despite FCC
reporting last year, déspite an FCC report last year
that demonstrated that consumers could save as much
as 13 percent if simply allowed to pick and choose
their own channel Tineups.

News Corporation recently Tlaunched the
Fox business channel !and through a similar bundled
arrangement will leverage carriage of this network
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and demand a prescribed per_subscriber fee into tens
of millions of home, regardless of any market demand
for a new network devoted exclusively to business
news.

It is at once outrageous and ironic that
a network devoted to the coverage of business would
exploit a fundamentally anti-competitive business
model to guarantee it will make a buck. However,
that is exactly what happened and is happening every
day with dozens of network that are free from
competitive pressure and Tine the pockets of media
conglomerates who force cable programmers to
distribute their programming even while forcing
consumers to pay for it.

At a mere 50 cents per subscriber per
month for a network 1ike the Fox business channel,
this will net News Corporation nearly a half billion
dollars per year before a singTe cent of advertising
is sold. And News Corp will be able to count on
this revenue regardiess of any would-be market
demand for its product.

This is only possible in a marketplace
dominated by a few major players who through
vertical and horizontal ownership +integration game
the system to extort ever more money from families
who unwittingly line the pockets of the media

giants. . .

Continued media consolidation puts the
corporate interest before the public interest and it
is up to the Fcc as the rightful upholder of the
public interest to maintain a media ownership Eo11cy
that benefits the public and not merely only those
who exploit the media landscape for their own gain.

The interest of tﬁe public, concerned
parents and impressionable children, the very owners
of the broadcast airwaves, must be paramount and
it's time that responsibility and common decency
once again became part of the media conglomerates
Texicon.

Thank you very much.

(Applauseg) . .

LOUIS SIGALOS: Thank you, Mr. Isett.

Reverend-Jackson.

REV. JESSE JACKSON: Mr. chairman, and
members of the Commission, I am honored to be here

today to discuss the critical issue of media

ownership. s ]
For some of the millions of Americans

‘that will never have a seat at this table, is I hope

that our presence today it not a fig leaf to cover
up a fact accomplishéd that wei're heard and not

Most Americans agnee with what you've

‘heard here today. The sané people who want Tocal

control of school boards, want States rights in
voting off costs to gain control of media which
determines Tegal and-State .outcome. For too long

.media policies have made -~ hdye Taid behind closed

doors. - Thishbﬁoken,‘c&rrupf“pﬁocéés has led to too

few own too much at the expense of too many.
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) It's time to democratize our public
airwaves. We need to democratize the way the FccC
does business. It's not enough to give people a
chance to speak. The FCC needs to listen and do
something to address our concerns.

The FcC should be serving people, of
course, and not profit. If the FcC ?1stened to the
public, it would be focused on improving media
diversity, not rushing toward consolidation.

Media diversity could not be more

important. Media's a 1ife or death issue for
communities of color across the country.
Representation is directly tied to ownership. Look
no further than the Jena 6 to see the results. We
agree with the concern that people of color own just
7 percent of the broadcast stations in the country,
it's a disgrace you will Tevel of inequality in one
of the most important arenas of our economy and our
democracy.

The City of washington, people of color
make up 72 percent of the population, but not a '
single TV station owned in D.C. is minority owned.
If you want more diversity, consolidation is not the
answer., Consolidation is the EoTar opposite of
diversity. You can't have both. Fewer owners mean
fewer opportunities.

If a giant company is able to purchase a
station across the country, people of color already
victims of the Tlong history of discriminatory
practices, lending practices, now the mortgage
(inaudible) crisis, are pushed off the field, often
out of the picture. That's unacceptable and yet our

Government has turned a blind eye for their case.

- I'd been concerned a few months ago
about statements made by Mr. Imus and the "B" word.
We_are damaging then the insult which (inaudible)
self-sufficient. He was on MSNBC 750 hours a year,
on CBS Radio 1,040 hours a year, he was on more
hours of day in a week and a year than all blacks,
Latinos, Asians and women combined. It's
unacceptable, such a concentration of power,

. We believe ‘diversity crisis, it's still
not clear that the FCC is serious about addressing
it. Stopping media consolidation is the most
important way of help miherity ownership. The
neglect around the cemmunity crisis are grave while
the rest is good.for“local communities. )

' Let me say in a more rare specific
situation, the Cirrus, XM merger issues. There are
major concerns with its current proposed structure
of the Cirrus acquisition of XM satellite. The
(inaudible) transition would result in the business
tramsaction of the two.most significant largest
companies in the satellite communications, 1in

. effect, this creates a monopo'I%/_.I Competition in
y

this space would become virtua impossibie.
Rrogram menus is, dangerously subject to the combined
(inaudible) self-interest and whim.
gThis'traﬁkgctﬁ@n,a§rgurrent1y structured
has the: potential. to Weaken sérious economic havoc
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on any business attempting to become part of the
marketplace in the communities these businesses
represent. The Bose transaction as currently
structured has the very real potential of
eliminating diversity and opportunities for our
m1nor1t% ?art1c1pat1on in ownership. The Commission
must uphold the statute and regulations to contend
djvgrsity and opportunist for ownership minor
rights.

As previously structured, it is a bad
deal. It's not in the public interest. Please hear
us, let we, the EeopTe, be proud of our airwaves.

Thank you very much.

(Applause)

LOUIS SIGALOS: Thank you,

Reverend Jackson.

Mr. Schwartzman.

ANDREW SCHWARTZMAN: Thank you. For
more than 30 years I've sat on panels such as this.
puring that time I've heard the testimony of scores
of talented, dedicated commercial broadcasters who
have provided meaningful service to their Tocal
communities and few, if any, are more committed to
public service than my friend Jim Goodmon. My
testimony today is not about those broadcasters.

It js about the much larger number of
broadcasters who do 1ittle or nothing to address the
problems, needs and interests of the community
they're required to serve. 1It's not about Channel 7
in San Diego, it's about the several television
stations in San Diego that have no local originating
capacity whatsoever and did absolutely nothing to
change their programming during the same time that
Cnanneg 7 was taking, stepping up and taking care of
the job.

They are never invited to appear by the
NAB or by the commission. They are the ones who
should be called upon to explain why they lack any

original local programming other than
advertisements. 'Tﬁey should be asked how they merit
a free license for exclusive use of scarce,
pubTlicly-owned spectrum when they don't provide
something, anything desiﬁngd to serve the public
interest as opposed ‘to their own private interests.

Indeed, although T hope this will soon
change, as of now thé Comiission's policy is that
radio or TV stations carrying. commercials or home,
shopﬁ1ng 24 hours-'a day are presumed to be operating
in the public interest.

sadly, in the wake of the 1996
Telecommunications Act and the consequent growth of
Tlarge regional and national ownership groups, the
number o% broadcastef's 1ike Jim Goedmon s
diminishing afd “the number of mediocre broadcasters
is increasing.

Now locally-originated news and public
affairs. is but one importdnt measure of commitment
to local” public servite. There are about 1,400 full
powered’ cofimercial TVS ‘and another 5 or 600
Class As. According-to the-(inaudible) Tess than
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800 of those 2,000 television stations originate
newscasts. 2,000 minus 800 is 1,200. How can the
Commission possibly make the statutorily mandated
determination that those 1,200 stations are operated
in the public interest? 1It's even worse with radio.

I notice the NAB had no presentation
about radio in San Diego, that's because the public
service in San Diego is provided by KPBS, a
non-commercial broadcaster., Most of the Tocal radio
stations in San Diego had to carry the KPBS feed
because they had no capacity to assist their
community during the time of emergenc¥.

Thousands of stations do 1ittle or
nothing and thousands of more outsourced their news
gather1n? to a single company which carries
essentially identical newscasts on scores of
stations. One company alone, Metro Networks, which
is owned by Viacom, itself a group owner, provides
newscasts for more than 2,000 of the nation's radio
stations. Where is the diversity viewpoint in that?

Technologies marketed with such names as
voice casting and central casting are used to cover

up the fact that many broadcasters export
programming into local stations rather than create
it by site. such stations are run by senior
management and program executives located hundreds
or thousands of miles away. This would be a much
more useful hearing if the Commission were to invite
or, if necessary, compel the testimony of those
Ticensees.

How and why do these stations get their
Ticenses renewed. It can't be because they carr
pubTlic service announcements when thei can't sel
the air time, or maybe it can, I'd 1ike to know. So
would millions of American citizens. After all,
protection of their rights to receive information is
and ought to be the primary goal of the Commission's
regulatory system.

What shouwld the Commission do about
this. unless the Cotiinissjon has answers for these
questiops, it cannot complete this Tocalism inquiry
-and these are matters the commission ought to
address before and ngt after it contemplates further
relaxation of its breadcast ownership rules.

That having been said, here's a Tist of
things the Commission could do to start fixing the
probTem. First, devélop a meaningful and much more
transparent Ticense renewal process based on much
more detailed information about broadcasters actual
program practices. That order'is on the 8th floor
and it's, ought to be voted on, you know who you

. are.

Reduce the term of broadcast 1icenses to
three years. Require every single licensee to carry
minimum, amounts of 1dcally-originated
Ticensee-produced programming designed to address
local needs, tastes and +interests. Expand the
number and range of low power FM stations, and
develop. meaningful programs to develop -- to double
the number of minority. And female-owned broadcast
stations within the next five years.
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) Now one last point, very special
emphasis, much of my presentation thus far has
focused on increasing the amount of programming
which is responsive to local needs and tastes.
But not everything important can be

measured. Effective Tocal service requires
institutional and personal attachments to the
community. It requires a diverse work force that dis
capable of conveying the many different perspectives
found in each community. There is no way to
document the qualitative impact of having a station
OEerated Tocally by <individual citizens who Tive in
the community and expect to remain there.

Fina11g, the intensity of the public's
concern about how broadcasters serve their community
is something the Commission should not and in
practice cannot ignore. Deaspite obvious attempts to
minimize public attendance at events such as this,
thousands of Americans have shown up to tell you how
much they care. Please don't ignore them.

(Applause)

LOUIS SIGALOS: Thank you,

Mr. Schwartzman.

Mr. Sterling.

CHRISTOPHER STERLING: As 1is evidenced
bK the people in this room and the people outside
the building, this is clearly a very healthy process

and a useful function.

. I want to make three points very briefly
this morning. First, I think it's fascinating and
telling that localism issues are of Tong-standing
concern.

Localism was among the oldest of the
goals of radio policy dating all the way back to the
Department of Commerce in the 1920s. The FCC single
market duopoly ownership provisions date at least to
the 1930s and were intended ﬁrimari1y to promote
Tocal service. Cross-ownership Timits, also
designed to strengthen-localism, have been debated
at least as Tong. Newspapers dominated. For
example, the earliest FM license applications in
1941 prompted a three-year FCC investigation, though
tqg present rule is only just over three decades
old.

Station Ticensing and the renewal ]
?rocess remains centqg1 to premoting and encouraging
ocalism until both wWere undone for radio by the
1996 Act and Toosened for television in the years

since.

Despite all of this de-regulation, FCC
Commissioners and staff continually speak of
Tocalism as a core.missioir, a concern of what is now
a dramatically different industry.

we've heard lots of examples this
morning of where localism stands in 2007. That
brings me to my second basic point.

3 ichanfiels of outlets from which

That js, we have plenty of local
outlets. We haye fat too: few Voices. We've enﬂoyed
a steady increase*inicha
to choose. My students are amazed that I grew up in
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Madison, Wisconsin, a town that then ﬁad only four
television stations. How could I possibly have
survived that and not been scarred for 1ife.

But the ?1ethora of options that we have
today too often add little real diversity in either
content or points of view and provide Timited local
programming, let alone news or public affairs or
even much of what former Commissioner Lee Levinger
called the reflection or projection of their local
communities.

Too often if a new medium does offer a

Tocalism potential, such as the drop-in FM channels
of two decades ago or low powered FM which we've
already heard a good deal about this morning,
they're often cut off at the knees by the
broadcasting establishment, including, surprisingly,
public radio pleading concerns about interference.

At the same time we've seen a steady
decline in the number of media voices or separate
owners, thanks largely to consolidation. One reason
has been the demise of the Commission's own once
very close adherence to its duopoly policy of one
station of each type to a customer in a given
market.

Another is the Erowing reliance by both
Congress and the FCC on marketplace competition in
place of the former public service em?hasis of many
structural or behavioral broadcast rules and thus
the electronic media, both Tegacy broadcasting and
the newer cable satellite. And other services are
now largely all about national content and national
programming and aqpeaT.

Consolidation of outlets and national

program production has nearly eliminated any local
or regional originality.

Point number three, can broadcast
Tocalism be revived? Yes, but we have to provide
more than Tip 'service to localism as a core mission,
to use former Chairman Powell's words, along with
diversity and competition -policy.

' I've gotiseveral quick suggestions,
though others have suggested them before. First,
consider taking commercial ‘broadcasters off the
public affairs hook entirély, while at the same time

‘assisting public radio and television stations to do

that job. i )
Create a.public affairs trust, an annual

. assgssment on commercial stations to support public

affairs programming on public stations. This would
include news, local political coverage, programming
about Tocal-public controversy. CPB might be the
intermediary to make this work. In turn, commercial
stations could drop any or all remaining local
public service programming, these that still supply
any. They might‘evel be iven as a new book

suggests a permanent Ticense as, they nearly have one
already, removable only for good cause.
seecond, if the idea of commercial
statjons helpihg to Fuhd such $programs on public
stations has. nehappeal;  then -relisit proposals for a
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public affairs pro?rammiqg requirement on digital
radio and especially digital television channels.

Third, as digital radio becomes more
widespread, consider requiring one of its side
channels be devoted to Tocal, community and public
affairs content.

And fourth, as already noted by others
on this panel, something needs to be done to
increase minority, female and small business
participation _in_station ownership.

Finally, notice broadcasters,
themselves, are promoting radio as a local service
in face of competing national programmed options,
even the marketplace professes potential value in
broadcast localism, whether actual programming
reflects that or not.

Building on all of this, the FCC should

strive for viable mechanisms to make localism real
again.

Thank you.

LOUIS SIGALOS: Thank you, Mr. Sterling.

Mr. Turner.

S. DEREK TURNER: Gentlemen,
Commissioners, my name is Derek Turner and I'm a
research director for Free Press, a public interest
organization dedicated to public education and
consumer advocac% on communications policy.

At the center of this proceeding lies
the basic question, how do FCC rules further the
goals of Tocalism, competition and diversity. The
record in this proceeding is clear. Media
consolidation has been a disaster for localism
precisely because increased concentration of
ownership is a_disaster for competition and
d1versit% gutting the few remaining rules is clearly
not in the public interest. )

Now how do we know this? Because the
Commission's own data tells us. The Commission's
latest research was born in a biased environment.

The FcC's former chief economist started by asking
the question how can the FCC, quote, approach
relaxing newspaper broadcasts cost ownership
restrictions, end quote.

Now despite this shaky framework, the
underlying data produced firom this research does
have value. Using this data and implementing the
substantive critiques -of the. péer reviewers, we find
that, one, though the Commissibn has claimed that
cross-owned stations ‘do.mofe local news, the FCC's
own data reveal that markets with cross-owned
stations produced less total minutes of local news,
a result that is even more pronounced in smaller
markets. ‘ .

Two, higher Tevels of Tlocal ownership
Tead to more legal news at the market level. Three,
and this is very important, increasing market '
concentration decreasgs the préduction of Tocal news
at the market Tlevel. ' That's a.very. strong effect.

Four, loealTy+bwned, so-called big four
affiliates produce;mefé local- péws than their
non-locally-owned counterparts.
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Five, cross-owned stations aired less
hard local news in the days leading up to the 2006
Tocal elections. .

Now given these results, what possible
reasoh would you have for dismantling these
important ownership rules. The industry groups will
tell you that they need to gut these rules because
their businesses are in poverty, that the Internet
has changed everything. This is simply untrue.

. The Commission's own data indicates that
outside of the very largest markets .there is no
financial benefit from the creation of cross-owned
duopoly combinations.

. As far as the Internet changing
everything, I wish it were true, but it's not.
overwhelmingly broadcast television and newspapers
continue to be the most relied upon sources of local
news. This is because they are really the only
entities in local communities that actually produce
Tocal news.

only a small percentage of the public
uses the Internet as their primary source for Tocal

news and those that do are visiting the Websites of
their local broadcasters and newspapers.

Now over the Tong-term the Internet does
present a challenge to the current business models
of the traditional media companies, but it also
presents an opportunity. There will always be a
market for Tocal news and broadcasters and
newspapers are the company's best suited to meet
that demand. :

There's no evidence to suggest that
consolidation is the answer to the cha%1enges that
traditional media may face. 1In fact, history
suggests that consolidation will hurt these
companies in the Tong run. .

When companies consolidate, the¥ cut
newsroom staffing budgets which devastates local
journalism and turns away.their Tlocal customers.

Now, Tet's turn to the critical issue of
female and minority ownership. ‘Here the record is
quite clear, ingreased media consolidation will
result in fewer stations owned by women and people
of color. This is because these owners are more

Tikely to own just a single station and are more
Tikely to be Tlocal owners, the precise
characteristics of station owners who are most
vulnerable to the .pressures of.media consolidation.

’ Now we know this because my
organization, Free Press, actually did the hard work

- of assessing the race, ethpicity and gender of the

owners of our nation's broadcast stations. However,
in the .Commission's-most recent effort to count
female minority-ewned stations, it failed miserably.
Study two,missed 67 percent of all
minority-owned TV stations and a whopping 75 percent
of the Tv stations owned bz women. This ‘record
roughout most of the

For example, study 6ne, the taxpayer
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funded survey of peoples media habits neglected to
include in its demographic question a category for
Latinos. That's right, our nation's largest and
fastest growing minority group simply forgotten. .

] The Communications Act established this
Commission to serve the public interest. You can

have proceedings and hold hearings Tike these in
order to get you the evidence that you need to make
decisions that actually do serve the public
interest. You have a duty to pay attention to the
record and to the people.

You are faced with a choice, you can
listen to the concerns of wall Street or you can
Tisten to the concerns of Main Street. The pubTic
is tired of these companies using our airwaves as
their personal ATMs. They want you to say no to
more consolidation and say yes to local
accountabi1itg, yes to diversity and ownership and
yes to the public interests,

Commissioners, for the sake of our great
nation's democracy, I hope you're listening.

Thank you,

(Applause)

LOUIS SIGALOS: Thank you, Mr. Turner.

Mr. Cooper.

MARK COOPER: Thank you. Mr. chairman,
members of the Commission, Derek told you what you
did not do. I'm going to talk about what you should

d91%ng what the broadcast and Tlocalism initiative
wi 0.

The broadcast localism initiative was,
in fact, an important policy shift at the Fcc.

Under 1its auspices the public filed comments and
came to hearings 1ike this for a couple of years.
The Media Bureau developed a firm theoretical
framework for explaining why more than simple
economics is. needed to promote Tocalism in the
public interest. It explored a rich, multifaceted
definition ‘'of localism.and began to conduct research
that woyld evaluate Tocalism ih an honest and
straightforward way.

. unfortunately;® despite the fanfare of an
initiative that was, guote, tojplay a critical role
in gathering em?1rica‘ data and grass-roots
information on localism, the initiative simply
disappeared from ‘the recent research studies.

It was supposed. to .inform the
Commission's thinkingfébout media policy. Its
finding should havé been presented to the public and
the Commission in an independent report that could

be considered as we g¢£$ted‘our media policy going
forward. ' It should not disappear into a thousand
footnotes in a final orderi on media ownershiﬁ.

If the Conmmission were to give the
broadcast localism initiative its due, it would find
that the. challenges te Tlocalism are'great and
relaxing, ownership Tifits will make it harder to
achieye the,goal of asbFodddast media that is truly
respdnsiye o ecds offithe public. )

what the initiative was finding
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before it was disappeared.

It jidentified a half dozen specific
economic, social and political factors that indicate
market forces alone will not produce adequate
localism in the broadcast media to serve societies
needs. The Media Bureau identified three broad
categories of concern. The notice of inquiry had
nine major areas of concern. Combining these, we
find 24 specific localism issues across five
categories.

The Tist is worth reading because it was
simply +ignored in the 10 studies that the commission

actually conducted.

Under coverage of local affairs we find
community news, including police, traffic, weather
and sports, emergencies and events, education about
Tocal institutions, Tlocal religious affairs, Tlocal
advertising and PsAs, we hear a lot about PSAs.

Under sensitivity to local taste we find
what do Tisteners want, how to avoid offense to
community values, how do we tailor programming to
Tocal tastes.

Under opﬁortunity for local involvement
we find Tocal ownership and control, use of Tlocal
resources, working in the industry,
Tocally-originated programming and outlets for local
talent. We hear none of that in these studies.

: Under facilitation of local political
discourse, we find public affairs programming, Tlocal
public affairs programming, expression of group
interests, community qo1it1ca1 and religious group
discussions, local political viewqoints expressed,
Tocal call-in and talk shows, public access and
editorializing.

Under competition issues, we have a few
of critical importance, pay lists, payola affiliates
and children’s ﬁro ramming.

"Each,of these issues must be considered
from both the localism point of view and the point
of view of minorities. Thus, a parallel set of
minority or undérserved cemmunities, as the notice
of inquiry said; would incTude the following, is
there minority-targeted programming and
minority-originated programming that is sensitive to
Tocal minority interests, i

Does the wedia provide op?ortun1ties for
minority ownership and control of outlets, minority
employment in thé.media, use of minority talent,
minority group expression and representation of
minority group issues in a fair and, balanced manner.

Almost none of these issues were
addressed in thé- recent round of research. until
the Commission provides a detailed_analysis of the
impact of ownership Timits on Tocalism and diversity
and gives the public .and policymakers ample time to
consider these findings, it should not issue a final

rule on media ownershj?. .
Simply roilling all of this into one
humongous -order would:do didisservice to the good
and hard work that went inté the Tocalism initiative
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and put us back at square one, with an order that
does not reflect the policy goals of promoting
Tocalism and diversity in the media.

) You simply cannot solve the deficit of
Tocalism and diversity without addressing and
reversing its decline at the core of the broadcast
industry in order to promote the localism and
diversity in the media.

Thank you.

(Applause).

LOUIS SIGALOS: Thank you, Mr. Cooper.

L KEVIN MARTIN: I think a few
commissioners have questions.

Commissioner Copps.

MICHAEL COPPS: ‘Yeah, thank you
everybody for very informative and helpful and often
eloquent statements.

, I just want to key in very quickly on

something Mr. Turner said because I think you may
have really dropped a bombshell here with regard to
the interests 1in newspaper broadcasts
cross-ownership. .

Am I understanding you correctly to say
that your data shows that in those markets where
there is newspaper broadcast cross-ownership, that
there is actually less local news?

S. DEREK TURNER: Wwell that's -- I --

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Hold on, I'm
sorry, I think you said it wasn't your data, it was
our data? :
S. DEREK TURNER: That's right. Three
of the 10 studies did deal with this issue, however
none of them asked the appropriate question of what
happens to news at the market Tevel because simple
economic theory predicts that a _cross-owned station
may be able to take advantage of its synergies,
which will discourage our stations from actually

roducing local news, so not only do you have a
apse of a unigue:lo@al veice, now you're pushing

the othér ownéF@%awaW‘Frbm%doing local news, so we

actua11¥ aggregated your data up to the market Tevel
and applied the nethedolegies that were used across
all © ej$tudie§,'—so'ﬁt's'nbt that we're tinkering
with the data, "apd i®'s very clear what it shows,
$hat1you do see a negative effect at the market
evel.
MICHAEL COPRS:" Fine, thank you.

, JONATHAN ADELSTEIN: I just wanted to
observe that Henry SHelton from the NAACP couldn't
be.here but 1'd 1ike to ask that his testimony be
submitted for the record.

KEVIN MARTIN: Oh, sof course, of course.

JONATHAN ‘ADELSTEIN: There's ho
objection to that? ,

KEVIN MARJIN: I've got a, go ahead.

JONATHAN ‘ADELSTEIN: I just wanted to
thank you, I thoudht that was guite profound, myself
that, Th.fact, in_crogs-ofhed compunities, that

i there's actually méséﬁnewsﬁand that comes from our

data. ,
So you think that's because of the, the
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